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legislature lias power to legisiate? For we Inay observe that the reasaning -li
this case iînpugus net orily the a-uthorhiy of the colonial Iegislaturè, but a1sce
that of the Iniperial Parliament itî;edf, to tnake criminal, an-v *act comnmitted.
beyond its territorial juriscdiction. The Caniadian statute is evidentIy based.on;,,
the Jrnperial statute, 24 & 25 Vict., c. iO00, S. 57, Nhich hias been thirty years-
in force, and it is somewhat curious that the point hias neyer hefore been raised,

EISHif BANKRUI'rdv ACTr, 186g, APPLICA)lL.ITY OF, To r.AM)S OF iBAN4i<UPT IN' THEZ COION11U.

In Callender v. Colonial Secrrdary -fLgs(81.AC- 469, the Judicial

Cemînittce hold that the Erxglishi lankruptcy Act of. 1869 bias the effec.t of vèest-ý
i111 Ili the trustec in bankruptcy any lands belonging to a bankrupt situate in any.
B3ritish colony, subjeet to any requirenients of any local law as to the conditions
ticcessary te effect a transfer of real estate there situate. 'rbeir Iordships

rc'îrintc -hi that the local law of a British colony is te be rega.rded as

A/'eLcodl v. MXb(i891), A.C. J71, vas an appeal froin the Suprenie Court,
()f Nova Scotia. i'le question at issue was whether a cedîcil. dated 21,st Julv,
1882, iiCh Cx1>irCSSCe te uc' a Ceicil to the testater's ý%vill, dated x7th July, î88o,
alid xvhicli confirmeîd that w~ill, \vas te bc construd as aise confirniing -n earlier
coiCil te tliat will, rvQ<king a particular bequest thercin. The judicicl Comne
mîitteu disniissed th(- appeal, holding that although a refe'-c'nce siînply te the
clati. of th(-eiiirlier documrent was neot scîfflicient of itscif te restrict the confirma-
tien tce that particular document. 'vet other Nvords iii the confirming cedicil and
thu surrotindiuig circiistances couhi and did mwnev such an intention : nd
thuy tlivreferc held tliet the initerînediate codicil was net contirnied.

(vims~c'rof Stivips v. FIopt' (i8qt)i), A.C. 476, raises an iliteresting point
as te tlîe lecaýlitN! of debts, as regards their lîability to probate cluty. The Judicial

* ('enînittee kia dewnv the principle that in erder that an asset înay' be liable te a
probate duty, it mnust be such as the grant cf probate confers the ri-lit te admin-
ister, undl Jiirefore eue wvhich exists Nvithin the local area of the proliate jurisdic-
tien :c.g.. simple contract debts are te he regarded as havilig a local existence
Where the debtu, felr*the timîe being resides, and a specialtv debt w~hei-e the
specialty' is fQuiid at the timie of the creditor's death ; and they held t'iit a cov-
un'ant te pa> promissory notes whiclh 'as subject te a proviso that the Simple
contract should net mierga in thie spocia1ty was for the puirpese of prebate duty
to e kdeerned a debt by specialtv, evcn though. the remnedies on the simple con-
tract were te a certain exterit presurved, b-ecause in substance thero was but
Mie1 debt.


